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Art Unit: 2178 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application 09/677,467 filed on 09/29/2000, with prior art 
filed on 9/29/2000 and 3/5/2002. 

2. Claims 1-41 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 3, 13, 22, and 32 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
n Z ^inlted States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent gran ed on an appl nation for 
lent bv anotoer filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
SSSSSSL filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) ^^ t ^J^St^ 
"ton of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1, 3, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Bobrow et al. (USPN 6,562,077 B2-filing date 11/14/1997), hereinafter Bobrow. 

4. Regarding independent claim 1, Bobrow discloses in the Abstract an apparatus for 
positioning labels among graphical elements on a computer graphics display (Abstract, 
lines 20-25), comprising: a display (Abstract, line 24); and a processor coupled to said 
display (Abstract, line 1 dictates a document search system, which inherently comprises a 
processor) and operable to identify at least a first cluster of overlapping labels on said 
display, and operable to calculate new display coordinates for at least one label in said 
cluster and to move said label in accordance with said new display coordinates (Abstract, 
lines 15-25, Bobrow's invention identifies, reorganizes and displays in accordance with 
the reorganization a group of graphical objects which may be labels). 
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5. Regarding independent claim 3, Bobrow discloses in the Abstract an apparatus for 
positioning among graphical elements on a computer graphics display (Abstract, lines 10- 
15), comprising: means for identifying at least a first cluster of overlapping labels; 
(Abstract, lines 15-20), means for calculating new display coordinates for at least one 
label in said cluster, (Abstract, lines 20-25), and means for moving said label in 
accordance with said new display coordinates (Abstract, lines 20-25). 

6. Regarding independent claim 22, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 3, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7 Claims 2, 4-5, 8-9, 23-24 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood (USPN 6,507,838 
Bl— filing date 6/14/2000), further in view of Roy et al. (USPN 6,295,517 Bl— filing 
date 4/7/1998), hereinafter Roy. 

8. Regarding dependent claim 2, Bobrow fails to disclose an apparatus wherein said 
processor is operable to sequentially select labels from a plurality of labels on said 
display and to test each of said selected labels for overlap with other labels or graphical 
elements in said display, and said processor is operable to accumulate an overlap score 
for each of said selected labels and, operable to generate a list of other labels and 
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graphical elements that overlap each of said selected labels, and operable to compare a 
plurality of said lists and accumulate cluster lists of overlapping labels and graphical 
elements, and operable to sort a plurality of said cluster lists according to the number of 
entries in each. However, Syeda-Mahmood, in col. 2, lines 1-17 discloses the use of 
queries which select material with relevance score, which are capable of selecting 
sequential graphical material based on overlap in order to flexibly retrieve graphical 
objects. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use an overlap score to retrieve labels in the manner of Syeda-Mahmood into 
Bobrow's invention in order to flexibly retrieve graphical objects. Furthermore, Roy, in 
col. 8, lines 35-48 discloses how clusters of data may be grouped into a graph, which may 
be topologically sorted (which would produce a sorting by the number of entries), in 
order to provide organization and order to the data. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate Roy's sorting capability 
into Bobrow's invention in order to provide organization and order to the data. 

9. Regarding dependent claim 4, it is the method of claim 3 modified in a manner 
analogous to the manner in which claim 2 modifies claim 1, and may be rejected under 
similar rationale. 

10. Regarding dependent claim 5, Bobrow fails to disclose an apparatus wherein said 
overlap score is based on the degree of severity of overlap between labels and graphical 
elements. However, in col. 2, lines 5-10, in Syeda-Mahmood, the invention uses 
relevance scores to assess the degree of overlap between matches in order to help manage 
data relationships effectively. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of the invention to use the scoring methodology from Syeda-Mahmood's 
invention to enhance Bobrow' s invention in order to help manage data relationships 
effectively. 

1 1 . Regarding dependent claim 8, Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, and Roy fail to explicitly 
disclose that said means for sorting orders the sort from largest cluster list to smallest 
cluster list. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the 
invention that it is desirable to sort from largest cluster to smallest cluster to allow 
processing of the most complicated groups first. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to sort of largest to smallest cluster to 
allow processing of the most complicated groups first. 

12. Regarding dependent claim 9, Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, and Roy fail to explicitly 
disclose means for comparing the degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements with 
said new display coordinates and the existing degree of overlap of labels and graphical 
elements. However, as stated in the rejection for claim 4, features for Bobrow, Syeda- 
Mahmood, and Roy can be combined to calculate overlap scores, and overlap scores can 
easily be compares to compare the degree of overlap between old and new display 
coordinates. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 23, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 4, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

14. Regarding dependent claim 24, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 5, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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1 5. Regarding dependent claim 27, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 8, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

16 Claims 6-7 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood, further in view of Roy, further in 
view of Sagawa et al. (USPN 5,963,731— filing date 12/24/1996), hereinafter Sagawa. 

17. Regarding dependent claim 6, Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, and Roy fail to disclose an 
apparatus including means for determining that the labels are overlapping other labels or 
graphical elements when they are mutually overlapping. However, Sagawa, in col. 4, 
lines 48-64, discloses a process for discriminating between mutually overlapping objects 
in a computer's memory in order to help discriminate between objects in overlap 
situations. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use Sagawa' s method for dealing with overlap situations in the inventions of 
Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, and Roy in order to help discriminate between objects in 
overlap situations. 

18. Regarding dependent claim 7, the rejection for claim 6 provides for the case when 
labels are mutually overlapping, and since the claim states "mutually or transitively" 
overlapping, this claim may be rejected under similar rationale to that used for claim 6. 

19. Regarding dependent claim 25, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 6, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

20. Regarding dependent claim 26, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 7, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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21. Claims 10 and 29 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bobrow, further in view of Deering (USPN 6,525,723 Bl— filing date 10/6/1999). 

22. Regarding dependent claim 10, Bobrow fails to disclose means for calculating said new 
display coordinates according to a stochastic method. However, Deering, in col. 17, lines 
53-67, discloses the use of stochastic sample points for a display in order to simplify the 
storage and access of display objects. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to use Deering' s stochastic sample points to simplify 
the storage and access of display objects. 

23. Regarding dependent claim 29, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 10, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

24. Claims 11 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bobrow, further in view of Prakriya et al. (USPN 6,525,723 Bl— filing date 
10/6/1999), hereinafter Prakriya. 

25. Regarding dependent claim 11, Bobrow fails to disclose means for calculating said new 
display coordinates according to a heuristic method. However, Prakriya, in col. 21, lines 
55-60 discloses regulating a display style according to heuristics in order to provide a 
simple, workable method of regulating display elements. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include Prakriya' s display 
heuristics into Bobrow' s invention in order to provide a simple, workable method of 
regulating display elements. 

26. Regarding dependent claim 30, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 11, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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27. Claims 12 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bobrow, further in view of Higgins et aL (USPN 5,307,455— filing date 4/11/1990), 
hereinafter Higgins. 

28. Regarding dependent claim 12, Bobrow fails to disclose an apparatus wherein said 
means for moving further comprises: means for interpolating a plurality of intermediate 
display coordinates between the existing display coordinates and said new display 
coordinates and means for sequentially placing the labels at each of said intermediate 
display coordinates before placing said labels at said new display coordinates, thereby 
smoothing the movements of said labels on said display. However, Higgins, in col. 5, 
lines 39-60, describes moving a cursor using interpolated intermediate points in order to 
smooth the movement of the object. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to use interpolation as in Higgins in Bobrow' s 
invention in order to smooth the movement of the object. 

29. Regarding dependent claim 31, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 12, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

30. Claims 13-14, 17, 20, 32-33, 36, 39, 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood, further in view of 
Roy, further in view Madden et aL (USPN 6,091,424— filing date 11/1/1996), 
hereinafter Madden. 

31. Regarding independent claim 13, Bobrow discloses an apparatus for positioning labels 
among graphical elements on a computer graphics display, comprising: means for 
sequentially selecting labels from a plurality of labels on the display (Abstract, lines 10- 
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20) but Bobrow fails to disclose means for testing each of said selected labels for overlap 
with other labels and graphical elements in the display; means for accumulating an 
overlap score for each of said selected labels; means for generating a list of other labels 
and graphical elements that overlap each of said selected labels; means for comparing a 
plurality of said lists and accumulating cluster lists of overlapping labels and graphical 
elements; means for sorting a plurality of said cluster lists according to the number of 
entries in each; means for calculating new display coordinates for the labels on a cluster 
by cluster basis; means for comparing on a cluster by cluster basis, the degree of overlap 
of labels and graphical elements with said new display coordinates and the existing 
degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements, and if the new coordinates result in a 
reducation of the degree of overlap; means for moving the graphical elements to new 
positions according to said calculated display coordinates; and means for moving the 
graphical elements to new positions according to said calculated display coordinates. 
However, Syeda-Mahmood discloses means for testing each of said selected labels for 
overlap with other labels and graphical elements in the display; means for accumulating 
an overlap score for each of said selected labels; means for generating a list of other 
labels and graphical elements that overlap each of said selected labels; means for 
comparing a plurality of said lists and accumulating cluster lists of overlapping labels and 
graphical elements; (see col. 2, lines 1-17; Syeda-Mahmood scores and processes the 
labels.) The advantages of Syeda-Mahmood' s invention is that it organizes the labels 
effectively. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate Syeda-Mahmood 's label-processing features into Bobrow in 
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order to organize the labels effectively. Furthermore, Roy, in col. 8, lines 35-48 discloses 
how clusters of data may be grouped into a graph, which may be topologically sorted 
(which would produce a sorting by the number of entries), in order to provide 
organization and order to the data. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate Roy's sorting capability into Bobrow's 
invention in order to provide organization and order to the data. Finally Madden 
provides means for calculating new display coordinates for the labels on a cluster by 
cluster basis (see col. 4, lines 15-25); means for comparing on a cluster by cluster basis 
(see col. 4, lines 15), the degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements with said new 
display coordinates and the existing degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements, 
and if the new coordinates result in a reducation of the degree of overlap (see col. 16, 
lines 10-65); these cluster-based reassignment techniques are valuable because they 
provide a reassignment of label locations with less conflicts. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to reassign label locations 
according to the means of Madden because it would result in less locational conflict. 

32. Regarding dependent claim 14, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 
the manner in which claim 5 modifies claim 4, and may be rejected under similar 
rationale. 

33. Regarding dependent claim 17, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 
the manner in which claim 8 modifies claim 4, and may be rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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34. Regarding dependent claim 20, Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, Roy, and Madden fail to 
disclose that said calculating of new display coordinates is ordered according to said 
cluster list. However, the cluster list was generated for the purpose of organizing the 
display coordinates and it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the 
invention that it would be helpful to use an organizational tool to help generate new 
display coordinates because it facilitates the process. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use cluster lists to generate new 
display coordinates because it would help organize and facilitate an approach to 
generating display coordinates. 

35. Regarding independent claim 32, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 13, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

36. Regarding dependent claim 33, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 14, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

37. Regarding dependent claim 36, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 17, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

38. Regarding dependent claim 39, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 20, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

39. Regarding dependent claim 41, Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, Roy, and Madden fail to 
disclose the step of repeating the foregoing sequence of steps through a plurality of 
iterations. However, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention 
that it is useful to repeat useful processes multiple times to gain their benefits repeatedly. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
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to repeat a method based on the inventions of Bobrow, Syeda-Mahmood, Roy, and 
Madded in order to gain repeated benefits. 

40. Claims 15-16 and 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood, further in view of Roy, further in 
view Madden, further in view of Sagawa. 

41. Regarding dependent claim 15, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 
the manner in which claim 6 modifies claim 4, and may be rejected under similar 
rationale. 

42. Regarding dependent claim 16, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 
the manner in which claim 7 modifies claim 4, and may be rejected under similar 
rationale. 

43. Regarding dependent claim 34, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

44. Regarding dependent claim 35, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 16, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

45 Claim 18 and 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood, further in view of Roy, further in view 

Madden, further in view of Deering. 
46. Regarding dependent claim 18, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 

the manner in which claim 10 modifies claim 3, and may be rejected under similar 

rationale. 
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47. Regarding dependent claim 37, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 

claim 18, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
48 Claim 19 and 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood, further in view of Roy, further in view 

Madden, further in view of Prakriya. 

49. Regarding dependent claim 19, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 
the manner in which claim 1 1 modifies claim 3, and may be rejected under similar 
rationale. 

50. Regarding dependent claim 38, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 19, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

51 Claims 21 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C- 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bobrow, further in view of Syeda-Mahmood, further in view of Roy, further in view 
Madden, further in view of Higgins. 

52. Regarding dependent claim 21, the claim modifies claim 13 in a manner analogous to 
the manner in which claim 12 modifies claim 3, and may be rejected under similar 
rationale. 

53. Regarding dependent claim 40, it is a method that is performed by the apparatus of 
claim 21, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

54. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bobrow, 
further in view Madden. 

55. Regarding dependent claim 28, Bobrow fails to disclose that the calculating step further 
comprises the step of: comparing the degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements 
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with said new display coordinates and the existing degree of overlap of labels and 
graphical elements, and if the new coordinates result in a reduction of the degree of 
overlap, proceeding to said moving step. However, Madden provides means for 
calculating new display coordinates for the labels on a cluster by cluster basis (see col 4, 
lines 15-25); means for comparing on a cluster by cluster basis (see col. 4, lines 15), the 
degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements with said new display coordinates and 
the existing degree of overlap of labels and graphical elements, and if the new 
coordinates result in a reducation of the degree of overlap (see col 16, lines 10-65); these 
cluster-based reassignment techniques are valuable because they provide a reassignment 
of label locations with less conflicts. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to reassign label locations according to the means of 
Madden because it would result in less locational conflict. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

USPN 5,450,535 (filing date 9/24/1993)— North 

USPN 5,684,940 (filing date 3/13/1995)— Freeman et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is 703-305-9777. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 703-308-5186. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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